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To the Honorable the Senate and House of Representatives in General 
Court assembled. 

The Finance Commission of the city of Boston has made 
a study of certain contracts awarded during eleven months 
of the present fiscal year by the Public Works Department, 
the Park Department, the Fire Department, the Supply 
Department, the Health Department and the Schoolhouse 
Department of the city of Boston. 

Under section 30 of the charter amendments every officer 
or board in charge of a department of the city, when about 
to do any work or make any purchase, the estimated cost 
of which amounts to or exceeds $1,000, shall invite proposals 
by advertisement in the "Ci ty Record", unless given au-
thority by the Mayor to do otherwise. The advertisement 
for such proposals shall reserve the right to the officer or 
board to reject any or all proposals. 

The manifest purpose of this provision is to obtain for the 
city the benefit of competition in prices on labor and material 
contracted for by the city in excess of $1,000. The provision 
tha t the city may reject any or all bids or proposals is to 
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safeguard the city against collusive bidding, excessive costs 
or obviously incompetent or irresponsible bidders. Under 
this charter provision, therefore, the lowest bidders should be 
awarded the contracts that are submitted to public competi-
tion, unless it can be shown that the best interest of the city 
would , not be served by so doing. 

At a meeting of the Mayor, the Commissioner of Public 
Works and the Finance Commission early last year, the 
Mayor directed the Commissioner of Public Works, and 
stated it as a policy of his administration, that all contracts 
submitted to" public competition should be awarded to the 
lowest bidders, regardless of whether it appeared to the 
officer or board awarding the contract that the price was 
too low to enable the bidder to carry out the contract, 
because the city's interests would be protected under the 
bond of the contractor. 

Of the total of 63 contracts awarded to others than the 
lowest bidders, the Finance Commission's consulting engineer 
believes that the official reasons given for the award deserves 
some degree of adverse criticism in 41 cases. Failure to 
award these 41 contracts to the lowest bidders necessitated 
an increased payment by the city of approximately 
$09,129.67. 

From the report of its consulting engineer the Finance 
Commission has selected 22 contracts that were open to 
public competition and not awarded to the lowest bidder, 
and has considered the reasons given — where reasons were 
given — for not awarding to the lowest bidder. These 
reasons given the Commission believes were not the true 
reasons. 

Four of the 22 contracts referred to were awarded to other 
than the lowest bidders bcause, it was stated, the lowest 
bidders were inexperienced. One of these contracts was for 
sewerage work. In this case the Commission believes from 
the evidence before it that the lowest bidder was of greater 
experience than the second bidder, to whom the contract 
was awarded. 

Another contract of this group was for building catch 
basins, one of the simplest operations in connection with the 
construction of sewers, and in which the lowest bidder had 
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ample experience. In another case the lowest bidder was 
rejected because of inexperience, notwithstanding the fact 
that he has for several years been doing similar work for the 
city of Boston, and since the rejection of his bid because 
of inexperience he has been awarded 5 contracts by the 
same department for similar work. 

Another low bidder was rejected for inexperience, although 
he is an old and experienced contractor in the city of Boston, 
whose financial resources were ample for the purpose of the 
contract. 

In 2 cases the lowest bidders were rejected because " the 
price was too low." 

It would seem that if the head of a department is to deter-
mine whether the bid is too low to guarantee the perform-
ance of the contract, the giving of a guaranty bond by a 
contractor is an unnecessary requirement. The Commission 
believes tha t when a head of a department becomes solicitous 
of the financial interests of a bidder the city's interests are 
likely to be neglected. These 2 cases are examples of this 
attitude on the part of the Commissioner of Public Works. 
In one of the cases where the head of the department thought 
the bid was too low, the firm maki ngthe bid is one of the 
most experienced general contractors now doing business in 
the Commonwealth and of large financial resources. This 
sort of solicitude of the head of the Public Works Depart-
ment for the interests of bidders in these 2 cases necessitated 
the payment by the city of $3,764.50 more than if the con-
tracts had been awarded to the lowest bidders. 

In 3 other cases the lowest bidders were rejected 
because they had "other city work." In one of these cases 
the lowest bidder had previously been rejected because of 
inexperience. Later he was awarded 5 similar city contracts; 
and again when he was the lowest bidder, he was rejected 
because he had other city work. In all 3 cases the lowest 
bidder could have easily taken the contract without delaying 
his other city work and without delyaing the performance of 
the contract for which he was the lowest bidder. 

Five of these contracts were awarded to other than the 
lowest bidders without assigning any reason therefor. In 
one of these 5 cases the lowest bidder had indicated in his. 
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bid that he was to sublet a large part of the work to one of 
the competitors; yet tha t competitor, whose bid was $3,233 
higher than the lowest bid, was awarded the contract. 

In another case the lowest bidder was a contractor of long 
experience and unquestioned skill and of ample financial 
responsibility; yet the contract was awarded to the fifth 
lowest bidder at a higher price to the city of SI,165. In 
another case, where no reason for the rejection of the lowest 
bidder was given, the successful bidder was the Alco Con-
tracting Company, one of the newest companies in city con-
tracting business, organized during the early part of 1922. 
The lowest bidder had had a greater amount of experience 
in building similar work and was financially responsible. 

Another group of S contracts for removing snow from the 
city's streets at a price per cubic yard was awarded to other 
than the lowest bidders and approved by the Mayor, on the 
following statement of the Commissioner of Public Works: — 

These contractors have been selected in accordance with the gen-
eral policy of this department to give work to those best qualified to 
do it, provided the price is considered fair and reasonable. 

This statement is significant, not only in connection with 
this group of contracts, but with other contracts considered 
in this report. I t is a frank acknowledgment that the policy 
of the head of the Public Works Department is not to award 
contracts to the lowest bidders. 

All of the lowest bidders in this competition were qualified 
to do the work. The policy of the head of the Public Works 
Department with reference to this group of contracts seems 
to have been to select a favorite bidder, whose price was 
higher than that of the lowest bidders. 

The financial loss to the city in awarding these contracts 
while serious enough is not more serious than the reputation 
which the city is acquiring of disregarding the rights of the 
lowest bidders in awarding contracts to persons, firms or 
companies on a basis of favoritism. 
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Responsible and efficient contractors have already refused 
and will continue in greater numbers to refrain to bid on city 
work as they see this tendency grow. 

Respectfully submitted, 

M I C H A E L H. SULLIVAN, Chairman, 
CHARLES L. CARR, 
COURTENAY GUILD, 
J O H N F. MOORS, 
J. WALDO POND, 

The Finance Commission. 




